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Abstract 
The deficit of mineral resources, the aggravation of environmental problems in the world, the decrease in non-
renewable resources determined the increasing role of the responsibility of enterprises for the direct and 
indirect impact on the economic, environmental and social systems of their functioning. The systematization 
of scientific work in the field of corporate social responsibility showed the lack of comprehensive studies 
concerning the nature and strength of the impact of direct and latent factors on enterprises' compliance with 
the principles of corporate social responsibility. In this research study, we hypothesized that the common 
contributing factors for corporate social responsibility benefits in the literature such as institutional pressures, 
market/societal pressures, and structural support are mediated by the factors of stakeholder influence and 
supervision effect. The data from an empirical survey of 334 corporate executives were collected to test our 
hypotheses of mediating effects. The partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) approach 
was used to test the 11 hypotheses from the research model. The research model is statistically significant with 
an explanatory power of R2 = 0.468 for the dependent variable CSR benefits. The statistical results show that 
the direct effects of the three common contributing factors to CSR are not significant. All the standardized path 
coefficients (β) of direct effects from institutional pressures, market/societal pressures, and structural support 
to corporate social responsibility benefits are less than 0.1. On the other hand, their effects are significant 
through the mediating factors of stakeholder influence and supervision. If we characterize stakeholder 
influence as words and supervision effect as deeds, then words are more significant than deeds (the path 
coefficient from supervision effect to corporate social responsibility benefits is 0.243, while from stakeholder 
influence to corporate social responsibility benefits is 0.443). Moreover, if we characterize external pressures 
as a stick and structural support as carrot, our research results show that stick (0.413 for market/societal 
pressures, 0.387 for institutional pressures) is more significant than the carrot (0.115) in effectuating corporate 
social responsibility benefits. 
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Introduction 
In the midst of financial crises, corporate faults, data breaches, climate changes, environmental impacts, 
ecological imbalances, the concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR) has become one of the most 
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important research topics in the past decade. Earlier CSR research focused on what a company should do in 
order to be considered as carrying out social responsibilities. Lately, the attention turns to the relationships 
among different factors in CSR models in different cultural and industrial contexts. Those factors that have 
been studied extensively include competitive advantage, financial performance, company reputation, leaders’ 
values, employee satisfaction, religious influence, external pressure, structural support, and others.  In this 
study, we are especially interested in the mediating effect of stakeholders and supervision between the 
independent factors of institutional pressures, market and societal pressures, structural support and the 
dependent factor of CSR benefits. Being a legal entity, an organization’s soul and action are shaped by those 
people who represent or are affected by the organization, i.e., stakeholders. Moreover, we believe that the 
supervision environment in which the stakeholders are operating also has a significant effect on the CSR 
benefits. 
CSR is the good citizenship behaviour of an organization that contributes to overall wellbeing, sustainable 
development, environmental protection, and righteousness in society. We adopt the refined definition of CSR 
by the International Organization for Standardization as the responsibility of an organization for the impacts 
of its decisions and activities on society and environment through transparent and ethical behaviour including 
contributing to maintainable development, meeting the expectations of stakeholders, obeying applicable law, 
and being consistent with international norms of behaviour (ISO, 2010).  In a nutshell, there are three basic 
dimensions of economics, ethics, and legality for CSR goals (Schwartz & Carroll, 2003). In terms of CSR 
responsibilities, the ISO scheme includes the five areas of employee, business, environment, governance, and 
public interest. The rest of this paper covers a literature review, conceptual modelling of the research questions, 
research hypotheses, research methodology, statistical analysis, discussion, and conclusion. 
Literature Review 
The literature has suggested many CSR benefits including financial performance, competitive advantage, 
company image and reputation, risk management, employee satisfaction, and stakeholder relationship 
(Fanghui & Ziyuan, 2005; Wayne & Chad, 2015; Brekke & Nyborg, 2005; Aya Pastana & Sriramesh, 2014; 
Chunfang, 2009; Yibo, 2007). Regarding CSR drivers, environmental pressure is often cited as a significant 
factor leading to CSR behaviour. McKinley’s study in 2008 identified legal constraints, government regulation, 
risk management, industry standards, reputation management, ethical consumerism, non-governmental-
organization (NGO) action, the pressure of employee and investors, and environmental and social factors as 
important drivers for CSR (McKinley, 2008). Similarly, the Economic Commission for Latin American and 
the Caribbean found that system pressure, company image, employee satisfaction, competitive advantage, and 
community commitment are the main drivers for CSR (ECLAC, 2008). Specifically, external pressure can be 
from laws and legal establishment (Susan & Mona, 2014; Mzembe & Meaton, 2014; Zhilong & Yuanqiong, 
2005; Taisong 2013), government and audits (Zhilong & Yuanqiong, 2005; Chunyang, 2009), international 
purchaser (Roy & Vigao, 2013), competitors (Aya Pastrana & Sriramesh, 2014; ECLAC, 2008), consumer and 
public media (McKinley, 2008; Chunfang, 2009), and international norms of social responsibility (McKinley, 
2008; Mzembe & Meaton, 2014). 
While CSR pressure can come from institution, market, or society, research studies also look at the board of 
directors, disclosure requirements, and other structural mechanisms as possible drivers for CSR. Jackson et al. 
(2019) investigated the relationship between government regulation and CSR. While they found that firms in 
countries that require non-financial disclosure have more CSR activities, the non-financial disclosure 
regulation has no effect on reducing corporate irresponsibility. The relationship between structural pressure 
and CSR does not seem to be consistent. Using a sample of French listed companies in 2010-2013, Ajina et al. 
(2018) showed that independent boards and high institutional ownership structure can lead to a strong effect 
of CSR on earnings management. Garas & ElMassah (2018) studied 147 firms in the Gulf Cooperation Council 
countries. They also found that internal corporate governance mechanisms such as the independence of board 
members and audit committee, as well as the separation of powers between the CEO and chairman, have a 
positive effect on CSR disclosure. Bice (2017) introduced the concept of CSR as an institution that can be 
defined as formal and informal pressures exercised on actors by key stakeholders, including other organizations 
and communities, reflecting societal expectations and rules. This definition highlights the importance of 
stakeholders and pressures in the understanding of CSR. Atherton et al. (2011) argued that the concept of the 
fiduciary is both a societal and a legal principle. The application of ethical and fiduciary duties through 
stakeholders and the greater community can provide more socially responsible guidelines for corporations in 
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the environment of increased government regulation. In other words, legal pressure from the environment and 
stakeholders’ influence are related and should not be dealt with separately. 
Though it seems logical to expect that sensitive industry sectors such as those concern about product safety 
and environmental impact will pay attention to CSR assurance, Sethi et al. (2017) did not find evidence to 
support that. On the other hand, they found that code-law countries are associated with higher CSR assurance 
rates and better CSR quality assurance statements. Their orientation towards broader stakeholders than merely 
proximal shareholders leads to more credible CSR disclosures. This study points to the positive relationship 
between stakeholder orientation and CSR sensitivity. Jose-Luis et al. (2018) concluded that the existence of a 
board sub-committee for CSR, its size, the term limit for independent directors, and directors’ receiving 
external advice positively relate to CSR engagement. This study extended the understanding of the relationship 
between stakeholders and CSR by looking into the detailed nature of stakeholders’ activities and how they 
affect CSR.  Regarding boards and audit committees being a stakeholder, Katmon et al. (2019) investigated 
the effect of board diversity on CSR disclosure. They found a significant positive effect of education level, 
tenure diversity, and gender diversity but a negative effect of age and nationality diversity on the quality of 
CSR disclosure. 
We next review studies on stakeholders, supervising, auditing, and CSR in the literature. Per Freeman (1984), 
stakeholders are all entities on whom an organization’s performance and actions have some influence. 
Camilleri (2017) reviewed how the stakeholder management theory can link CSR with corporate financial 
performance.  It was suggested that CSR can create economic and societal value when stakeholder and 
environment are taken into consideration of corporate objectives. As shown by Carroll and Shabana (2010), 
organizations create long term value to society when they proactively and respectfully satisfy their stakeholders 
by fulfilling their economic, legal, and ethical responsibilities. On the other hand, Lisi (2018) concluded that 
perceived stakeholder concern has no significant effect on the use of social performance indicators while 
expected competitive advantage and top management’s social commitment have such significant effect. In 
Wang and Liang’s study (2017) of 468 Chinese private firms, the stakeholders are divided into four groups of 
employees, customers, communities, and environment. Employees and customers are classified as economic 
stakeholders while communities and environment are classified as social stakeholders. They found that social 
stakeholders are more important than economic stakeholders in CSR consideration when the percentage of 
family ownership is higher, an initial public offering is imminent, and firm size is smaller. In addition to 
recognizing the importance of stakeholders’ influence on CSR, this study went one step further of looking into 
the differential effects on CSR from two categories of stakeholders. 
Vashchenko (2017) suggested both the stakeholder perspective and institutional perspective as two shaping 
forces for governmental-related, business-related, and society-related pressure on CSR behaviour. The 
stakeholder perspective includes local government, national government, global government, government and 
business stakeholders, institutional investors, consumers, buyers, suppliers, business partners, professional 
associations, competitors, NGOs, social movement organizations, media, academic networks, and universities. 
The institutional perspective includes laws, policies, voluntary agreements, macroeconomic forces, business 
interests and values, market power, business norms, shared beliefs, and educational norms.  This model has 
stakeholder and institutional factor as two concurrent or equal drivers determining the CSR decisions. Sanchez 
(2017) showed that stakeholder pressure directly impacts how CSR policies are applied by public managers in 
dealing with suppliers for their organization’s benefit. Though this study is limited to the business function of 
supply-chain management, the role of stakeholders in determining CSR’s benefit to an organization is catching 
investigators’ attention. In another regression analysis study, Zhao et al. (2016) concluded that the relationship 
between managers’ attention to social issues and corporate social performance was moderated by governance 
mechanisms that constrain managerial discretion in a Chinese firm context. This study sheds light on the in-
between role of stakeholders’ governance. Smolennikov and Kostyuchenko (2017) developed a comprehensive 
conceptual model for the interrelationship and mutual influence between corporate social/environmental 
responsibility and different stakeholders in social and economic transformation. 
Overall, Shubham & Murty (2018) asked an important question considering many studies proclaiming the 
significant drivers of environmental pressures, structural mechanisms, stakeholders, and supervision for CSR. 
The question is why the same institutional pressure leads to different environmental practices. Their answer 
lies with the mediating role of absorptive capacity in knowledge management. This strategy pointed us to the 
direction of identifying effective mediators between drivers and CSR. The study of Burt and Mansell (2017) 
provided further insight into our pursuit of effective mediators. They suggested that a business corporation 
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does not possess a soul or conscience leading to CSR. It is only through the members of a business corporation 
for it to exhibit socially conscious behaviour. Kurbjeweit (2011) advanced this understanding by suggesting 
that legal regulations do not sustain the orderly function of society without ethical business actors. Following 
this line of logic, there is reason to believe that stakeholders and their supervision activities are significant 
mediators between CSR drivers and CSR benefits in a business corporation. The next section will elaborate on 
the conceptual modelling of the research objectives in this study. 
Conceptual Modeling and Research Hypotheses 
We attempt to answer two basic research questions in this study. First, do institutional pressures, market and 
societal pressures, and structural supports have a significant effect on stakeholders and their supervision for 
determining CSR benefits? Second, in the process above, do stakeholders and their supervision have a 
significant mediating effect on CSR benefits? Figure 1 shows the full conceptual model in this research study. 
Table 1 lists the variables we identified from the literature contributing to the factors in the conceptual model. 
This conceptual model addresses a few gaps in the current CSR literature. First, though stakeholders have been 
identified as influential in determining CSR, they usually are treated similarly as the factors of institutional 
pressure, market demand, and social demands rather than a mediating factor (Vashchenko, 2017). The research 
model in this study is specially designed to determine the mediating effect of stakeholders. Second, if the 
stakeholders of an organization represent its soul, stakeholders’ supervision can be understood as the soul’s 
manifestation. The research model has supervision effect as the second mediating factor leading to the ultimate 
factor of CSR benefits. Our literature review has not identified a research model in CSR that incorporates both 
stakeholders and their supervision as the mediating factors. Third, while many CSR research models include 
many factors to increase their explanatory capacity, the research model in this study focuses on only the 
institutional pressure, market & societal pressures, and structural support, three exogenous factors; 
stakeholders and supervision, two mediating factors; and CSR benefits as the endogenous factor. The simple 
conceptual model provides a succinct explanation path to CSR determination. Fourth, the empirical survey in 
this study captured a wide spectrum of companies in terms of size, industrial sector, and ownership, as well as 
a group of highly diversified respondents, which enhances the generalizability power of the research results 
than many other studies that are based on only one industry, one company, or one demographic group. Please 
see Table 2 for the characteristics of companies in the survey, and Table 3 for the demographic characteristics 
of survey respondents. 
As illustrated in the research model in Figure 1, the first set of hypotheses states that the three exogenous 
factors – institutional pressure, market and societal pressure, and structural support – are all positively 
associated with both stakeholder influence and supervision effect. We state these formally as: 
H1: Institutional Pressure is positively associated with Stakeholder Influence. 
H2: Institutional Pressure is positively associated with Supervision Effect. 
H3: Market & Societal Pressure is positively associated with Stakeholder Influence. 
H4: Market & Societal Pressure is positively associated with Supervision Effect. 
H5: Structural Support is positively associated with Stakeholder Influence. 
H6: Structural Support is positively associated with Supervision Effect. 
The second set of hypotheses states that stakeholder influence and supervision effect are both positively 
associated with CSR benefits. We state these hypotheses formally as: 
H7: Stakeholder Influence is positively associated with CSR Benefits. 
H8: Supervision Effect is positively associated with CSR Benefits. 
The third set of hypotheses states that stakeholder influence and supervision effect mediate the effects of the 
exogenous factors on CSR benefits. These are stated formally as: 
H9: The association between Institutional Pressures and CSR Benefits will be at least partially mediated by 
Stakeholder Influence and Supervision. 
H10: The association between Market & Societal Pressures and CSR Benefits will be at least partially mediated 
by Stakeholder Influence and Supervision. 
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H11: The association between Structural Support and CSR Benefits will be at least partially mediated by 
Stakeholder Influence and Supervision. 
We also predict that stakeholders’ supervision is more important than their promotion. It is because we believe 
action is more influential than talk. Therefore, the mediating effect of supervision should be stronger than the 
mediating effect of stakeholder influence. 
Table 1. Variables in Factors 
Factor Variables References 
CSR Benefits 
• Enhancing company image or reputation 
• Strengthening the company’s competitive advantage 
• Improving the company’s financial performance 
• Attracting or retaining employees 
• Improving customers’ loyalty 
• Reducing operational risks 
• Facilitating relationships with stakeholders 
• Cultivating a good organizational culture 
• Promoting the sustainable development of the company 
McKinley & Andrew (2008); ECLAC (2008); 
Zhilong & Yuanqiong (2005); Aya Pastrana & 
Sriramesh (2014); Fanghui & Ziyuan (2005); 
Wayne & Chad (2015); Brekke & Nyborg 
(2005); Chunfang (2009); Ankur Roy & Vishal 
(2013); Susan & Mona (2014)  
Institutional 
Pressures 
• Pressures from laws and institutions 
• Pressures from government and supervisors 
• Pressures from international purchasers 
McKinley & Andrew (2008); ECLAC (2008); 
Susan & Mona (2014); Mzembe & Meaton 
(2014); Zhilong & Yuanqiong (2005); Taisong 
(2013); Ankur Roy & Vishal (2013); Hongling 
(2006) 
Market and 
Societal 
Pressures 
• The reputation in the labour market and capital market 
• Pressures from competitors 
• Social pressures from consumers, media, etc. 
• Religious influence [dropped] 
• Pressure from international norms of social 
responsibility 
McKinley & Andrew (2008); ECLAC (2008); 
Susan & Mona (2014); Mzembe & Meaton  
(2014); Zhilong & Yuanqiong (2005); Taisong 
(2013); Ankur Roy & Vishal (2013); Hongling 
(2006) 
Stakeholders 
• Shareholders [dropped] 
• Employees 
• Suppliers, customers, and other business partners 
• Competitors 
• Company’s leaders [dropped] 
• Governments and regulators [dropped] 
• Community 
• Non-governmental organization 
• Public media 
Roy & Vigao (2017); Sanchez (2017); Zhao et 
al. (2016); Freeman (1984); Camilleri (2017); 
Carroll & Shabana (2010); Lisi (2018); Wang 
& Liang (2017); Smolennikov & 
Kostyuchenko (2017)  
Supervision 
• Internal supervision of the company 
• Market supervision from supply chain 
• Capital market supervision 
• Government supervision 
• Social supervision from public media, independent 
organizations, etc. 
• Audit supervision from an independent third party 
Vashchenko (2017); Sanchez (2017) Zhao et al. 
(2016); Shubham & Murty (2018); Burt & 
Mansell (2017); Kurbjeweit (2011) 
Structural 
Support 
• Social responsibility department 
• Social responsibility management system 
• Someone responsible for social responsibility issues in 
the board of directors or management 
• CSR as a criterion for selecting business partners 
• The social responsibility evaluation system 
• Social responsibility supervisory mechanism 
• Membership in international organizations of social 
responsibilities 
Jackson et al. (2019); Ajina et al. (2018); Bice 
(2017); Atherton et al. (2011); Sethi et al. 
(2017); Jose-Luis et al. (2018) 
Source: Compiled by authors 
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Table 2. Company Characteristics in Survey 
Characteristic Category % 
Number of 
Employees 
Less than 300 29% 
300-1000 18% 
1000 or over 53% 
Industrial Sector 
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 2% 
Mining, Oil and Gas Extraction 5% 
Utilities 5% 
Construction 2% 
Manufacturing 19% 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 5% 
Transportation and Warehousing 2% 
Information 4% 
Finance and Insurance 13% 
Health Care and Social Assistance 7% 
Public Administration 4% 
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 2% 
Professional, and Technical Services 6% 
Educational Services 7% 
Other 15% 
Company Ownership 
State-owned Enterprises 27% 
Private Enterprises 39% 
Foreign-capital Enterprises 8% 
Mixed-ownership Enterprises 9% 
Other 18% 
Source: Compiled by authors 
Table 3. Survey Respondent Characteristics 
Characteristic Category % 
Gender 
Male 62% 
Female 38% 
Age 
Less than 35 54% 
36 to 40 20% 
41 to 45 11% 
46 or over 15% 
Education 
Doctoral Degree 3% 
Master's Degree 67% 
Bachelor's Degree 29% 
Associate Degree 1% 
  Economics 6% 
Major Management 63% 
  Engineering 9% 
  Science 3% 
  Laws 1% 
  Other 18% 
Job Title 
Chairman or CEO 4% 
Vice President 6% 
Director 5% 
Manager or Supervisor 34% 
Administrator 17% 
Other 33% 
  Very Little 6% 
Knowledge of CSR Little 16% 
  Medium 47% 
  Much 26% 
  Very Much 4% 
Religious belief 
Yes 34% 
No 58% 
Not sure 8% 
Source: Compiled by authors 
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Mediation Hypotheses 
H9: The association between Institutional Pressures and CSR Benefits will be at least partially 
mediated by Stakeholder Influence and Supervision. 
H10: The association between Market & Societal Pressures and CSR Benefits will be at least 
partially mediated by Stakeholder Influence and Supervision. 
H11: The association between Structural Support and CSR Benefits will be at least partially 
mediated by Stakeholder Influence and Supervision. 
Figure 1. Full Conceptual Model for CSR 
Source: Compiled by authors 
Research Methodology  
We adopted the research methodology of an in-depth interview and empirical survey to address our research 
questions. For the variables in Table 1, we invited respondents to evaluate the importance of each variable for 
CSR in their organizations using the Likert scale of 1-5 with 5 being the most important. For measuring 
structural support, respondents were asked about the existence of the structural support items at their 
companies, and the possible responses for this question were Yes, No, and Do Not Know. As the first step, 
seven experts in the area of CSR including four professors and three senior managers were interviewed to 
discuss the importance of the variables. The interviews provided feedback regarding the coverage, relevancy, 
accuracy, and understandability of the variables of CSR. In addition, the experts assessed whether the 
questionnaire design is sufficient to achieve the purpose of the investigation. The results of the interviews 
preliminarily confirmed the validity and relevancy of the twenty-three variables. Next, we administered a 
pretest to fifteen senior managers. Based on the results of the pretest, the wording of some variables was 
modified to enhance their understandability. The final questionnaire consists of the basic information of 
respondents, basic information of companies, and the importance evaluation of variables for CSR. 
Sample and Data  
This study selected the middle to senior managers of companies, as well as MBA and Executive MBA students 
in the investigators’ industrial and education networks as the sample population. As MBA and EMBA students 
generally come from middle to senior management in organizations, they are considered as an appropriate 
sample population for this study. Qualtrics was used to execute the Web survey. An invitation email was sent 
to the survey population, followed by two email reminders. To motivate survey participation, there was a 
charity donation of US$10.00 per completed survey to an organization of the respondent's choice. The survey 
was held over a period of 40 days, from June to July 2015. The sample population has a total of 2763 people. 
After two email reminders, a total of 465 surveys were returned. The initial response rate is 16.8%. After 
eliminating incomplete surveys, there were a total of 334 usable surveys for the final analysis. The usable 
response rate is 12.1%. The descriptive statistics about the respondents and their companies are shown in Table 
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2 and Table 3 respectively. The characteristics distribution of the respondents and companies do not cause 
concerns for the data analysis in this research. 
Measures 
All measures for this study were modelled as reflective measures. Structural support, however, was measured 
using a single-item scale due to the nature of the question and the possible responses of Yes, No, and Do Not 
Know. We calculated the single-item measure representing structural support by taking the sum of all Yes 
responses for each respondent and subtracting from it the sum of all No responses. This resulting measure 
would then represent the degree of structural support for CSR at a company. 
Statistical Analysis and Results 
Bias Checks and Control Variables 
To test for common method bias, we conducted a Lindell and Whitney (2001) test using a theoretically 
unrelated variable, called a “marker” variable.  Following Pavlou et al. (2007), we used a weakly related 
variable, in this case, the respondent’s education level. The test showed low correlations between the 
respondent’s education level and the model’s constructs, with the average correlation being r = 0.09, indicating 
minimal evidence of common method bias. In addition, the correlation matrix in Table 4 does not indicate any 
highly correlated factors. Whereas extremely high correlations of above 0.90 would indicate evidence of 
common method bias (Pavlou et al., 2007), the table shows that the highest correlation is 0.65. 
Control variables were also tested prior to analyzing the research model to determine whether any were 
significant predictors of CSR benefit, the dependent variable. Variables tested include respondents’ age, 
education level, whether or not the respondent has religious faith, the length of time the respondent’s company 
has been established, and the number of employees working in the company. None of these control variables 
was found to be significant predictors of CSR benefit. 
Measurement Model 
The partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) approach was used to examine the model 
due to the exploratory nature of this study. When examining a research model, PLS-SEM focuses on explaining 
the variance of the dependent variables, that is, prediction of the constructs (Hair et al., 2017). It is thus better 
suited for exploratory research and developing theories (Hair et al., 2017). The research model was analyzed 
using SmartPLS 3 (Ringle et al., 2014). 
The measurement model was assessed for convergent validity, internal consistency reliability, and discriminant 
validity. For convergent validity, the item loadings were above 0.60 and the average variance extracted (AVE) 
were above 0.50, which indicate acceptable convergent validity of the factors (Hair et al., 2017).  See Table 5. 
For internal consistency reliability, the composite reliability (CR) measures were greater than 0.70 (Chin, 
1998) and the Cronbach’s Alpha is greater than 0.60 (Hair et al., 2014), indicating acceptable internal 
consistency.  See Table 5. For discriminant validity, the square root of the AVE for each factor was higher 
than the correlations with other factors, indicating that each factor shares higher variance with items in its own 
factor than with items in other factors (Chin, 1998; Fornell and Larcker, 1981). See Table 4. In addition, the 
Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) (Henseler et al., 2015) of the correlations was tested. HTMT is an 
estimate of “what the true correlation between two constructs would be if they were perfectly measured” (Hair 
et al., 2017: 118). A ratio of close to 1 would indicate a lack of discriminant validity. The HTMT values for 
this study were below the conservative threshold of 0.85 and the values are significantly different from 1, thus 
indicating acceptable discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2017). See Table 5. To facilitate the reliability and 
validity of the measurement model, several items as indicated in Table 1 were dropped. 
Table 4. Construct Correlations and Fornell-Larcker Criterion for Assessing Discriminant Validity 
  
CSR 
Benefits 
Institutional 
Pressures 
Market & 
Societal 
Pressures 
Stakeholder 
Influence 
Structural 
Support 
Supervision 
CSR Benefits 0.7540           
Institutional Pressures 0.3100 0.8250         
Market & Societal Pressures 0.4220 0.5790 0.7800       
Stakeholder Influence 0.6450 0.3170 0.4850 0.7300     
Structural Support 0.2090 0.0710 0.2690 0.2300 1.0000   
Supervision 0.5530 0.5040 0.4340 0.6060 0.1170 0.7440 
Note: The diagonal shaded cells are the square roots of the average variance extracted (AVE) for each factor. 
Source: Compiled by authors 
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Table 5. Summary Results of Measurement Reliability and Validity 
Latent 
Variables 
Indicators 
Convergent Validity 
Internal Consistency 
Reliability 
Discriminant 
Validity 
Loadings AVE CR 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
HTMT 
Confidence 
Internal Does 
Not Include 1 
CSR Benefits 
CSRBenefits_1 0.643 
0.568 0.922 0.905 Pass 
CSRBenefits_2 0.767 
CSRBenefits_3 0.748 
CSRBenefits_4 0.749 
CSRBenefits_5 0.793 
CSRBenefits_6 0.759 
CSRBenefits_7 0.782 
CSRBenefits_8 0.741 
CSRBenefits_9 0.792 
Institutional 
Pressures 
PressuresInstitutional_1 0.865 
0.680 0.863 0.756 Pass PressuresInstitutional_2 0.899 
PressuresInstitutional_3 0.695 
Market & 
Societal 
Pressures 
PressuresMarketSocietal_1 0.807 
0.608 0.861 0.787 Pass 
PressuresMarketSocietal_2 0.809 
PressuresMarketSocietal_3 0.714 
PressuresMarketSocietal_5 0.785 
Stakeholder 
Influence 
StakeholderInflu_2 0.620 
0.533 0.872 0.823 Pass 
StakeholderInflu_3 0.772 
StakeholderInflu_4 0.768 
StakeholderInflu_7 0.779 
StakeholderInflu_8 0.780 
StakeholderInflu_9 0.643 
Supervision 
Supervision_1 0.617 
0.554 0.881 0.836 Pass 
Supervision_2 0.810 
Supervision_3 0.816 
Supervision_4 0.710 
Supervision_5 0.782 
Supervision_6 0.710 
Note: AVE = Average Variance Extracted; CR = Composite Reliability; HTMT = Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio 
Source: Compiled by authors 
Structural Model and Mediation Analysis 
A bootstrap resampling procedure of 5000 subsamples was used to test the significance of the structural 
research model. Figure 2 illustrates the overall model results from the structural analysis, with explanatory 
powers (R2) and standardized path coefficients (β). In this figure, the direct relationships between the 
exogenous variables − institutional pressures, market and societal pressures, and structural support − and the 
dependent variable CSR benefits were included to illustrate the non-significance of these direct relationships 
in the presence of the mediation hypotheses, which will be tested next. The results for Hypotheses 1 through 
8 show that 6 of the 8 hypotheses were supported.  Institutional pressures, market and societal pressures, and 
structural support accounted for 25% of the variance in stakeholder influence and 28.5% of the variance in 
supervision effect. Stakeholder influence and supervision effect, along with the three exogenous variables, 
accounted for 47% of the variance in CSR benefits, though the direct effects of the exogenous variables on 
CSR benefits were all non-significant. Without the exogenous variables, stakeholder influence and supervision 
effect by themselves account for 46% of the variance in CSR benefits, which suggests that in the presence of 
the two mediating factors, the exogenous factors are negligible in directly explaining CSR benefits. This 
appears to support the mediation hypotheses, which is tested next. 
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Figure 2. Overall Model Results with Direct Effects Included 
Note: Dotted lines indicate non-significant relationships 
Source: Compiled by authors 
Mediation tests were conducted to test the mediation hypotheses H9 to H11. Because our model has more than 
one mediating variable, we followed the procedures recommended by Hair et al. (2017) to analyze multiple 
mediations and interpret the results. Table 6 summarizes the results of the mediation tests and provides 
interpretations of the indirect effects of the exogenous variables on the dependent variable.  In the presence of 
the two mediating variables − stakeholder influence and supervision effect − the indirect influence of each 
exogenous variable on CSR benefits actually differ.  For institutional pressures, it is found that supervision, 
rather than stakeholder influence, fully mediates the effect of institutional pressures on CSR benefits. This 
means that the impact of institutional pressures on CSR benefits is due to its effect on supervision and not due 
to its effect on stakeholder influence. This result tends to support our earlier prediction that supervision is more 
important than promotion, i.e., that action is more influential than words. For market and societal pressures, it 
is found that both stakeholder influence and supervision fully mediate the effect of market and societal 
pressures on CSR benefits. In other words, the impact of market and societal pressures on CSR benefits is due 
to its support of both stakeholder influence and supervision. Although the indirect effects of market and societal 
pressures are significant through both mediators, its effect is stronger through stakeholder influence (0.183) 
than through supervision (0.094). For structural support, it is found that stakeholder influence, rather than 
supervision, fully mediates the effect of structural support on CSR benefits. This means that the impact of 
structural support on CSR benefits is due to its effect on stakeholder influence and not due to its effect on 
supervision. The finding that the indirect effects of both market and societal pressures and structural support 
are more strongly mediated through stakeholder influence than through supervision is counterintuitive to our 
earlier prediction that action is more influential than words. Perhaps both actions and words need to work 
together to influence CSR. 
Thus, for the mediation hypotheses, H9 and H11 are partially supported and H10 is fully supported. Table 7 
summarizes the hypotheses results for hypotheses H1 through H11. 
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Table 6. Mediation Test Results 
Variable Effect t-Value 
Significant 
at p <= 
0.05? 
Interpretation 
Direct Effects: 
Institutional Pressures --> Stakeholder Influence 0.070 1.023 No   
Market & Societal Pressures --> Stakeholder Influence 0.413 5.795 Yes   
Structural Support --> Stakeholder Influence 0.115 2.230 Yes   
Institutional Pressures --> Supervision Effect 0.387 5.666 Yes   
Market & Societal Pressures --> Supervision Effect 0.198 2.693 Yes   
Structural Support --> Supervision Effect 0.037 0.764 No   
Institutional Pressures --> CSR Benefits -0.013 0.198 No   
Market & Societal Pressures --> CSR Benefits 0.097 1.600 No   
Structural Support --> CSR Benefits 0.054 1.184 No   
Stakeholder Influence --> CSR Benefits 0.443 6.344 Yes   
Supervision Effect --> CSR Benefits 0.243 3.194 Yes   
Indirect Effects: 
Institutional Pressures --> Stakeholder Influence --> CSR Benefits 0.031 1.003 No no mediation 
Market & Societal Pressures --> Stakeholder Influence --> CSR Benefits 0.183 4.159 Yes full mediation 
Structural Support --> Stakeholder Influence --> CSR Benefits 0.051 2.079 Yes full mediation 
Institutional Pressures --> Supervision Effect --> CSR Benefits 0.094 2.946 Yes full mediation 
Market & Societal Pressures --> Supervision Effect --> CSR Benefits 0.048 1.958 Yes full mediation 
Structural Support --> Supervision Effect --> CSR Benefits 0.009 0.722 No no mediation 
Source: Compiled by authors 
Table 7. Summary of Hypotheses Results 
Hypotheses H1-H8 Result 
H1: Institutional Pressure is positively associated with Stakeholder Influence. Not supported 
H2: Institutional Pressure is positively associated with Supervision Effect. Supported 
H3: Market & Societal Pressure is positively associated with Stakeholder Influence. Supported 
H4: Market & Societal Pressure is positively associated with Supervision Effect. Supported 
H5: Structural Support is positively associated with Stakeholder Influence. Supported 
H6: Structural Support is positively associated with Supervision Effect. Not supported 
H7: Stakeholder Influence is positively associated with CSR Benefits. Supported 
H8: Supervision Effect is positively associated with CSR Benefits. Supported 
Mediation Hypotheses H9-11 Result 
H9: The association between Institutional Pressures and CSR Benefits will be at least 
partially mediated by Stakeholder Influence and Supervision. 
Supported for Supervision Effect, but 
not Stakeholder Influence 
H10: The association between Market & Societal Pressures and CSR Benefits will be at 
least partially mediated by Stakeholder Influence and Supervision. 
Supported for both Stakeholder 
Influence and Supervision Effect 
H11: The association between Structural Support and CSR Benefits will be at least 
partially mediated by Stakeholder Influence and Supervision. 
Supported for Stakeholder Influence, but 
not Supervision Effect 
Source: Compiled by authors 
Discussion 
Mixed findings in extant literature suggest that the relationship between drivers of CSR and CSR may not be 
direct and that the relationships may be more nuanced. Our study set out to identify effective mediators 
between CSR drivers and CSR benefits. Specifically, the study addressed two research questions: 1) Do 
institutional pressures, market and societal pressures, and structural supports have a significant effect on 
stakeholders and their supervision for determining CSR benefits? And 2) Do stakeholders and their supervision 
have a significant mediating effect on CSR benefits? 
For the first research question, it was found that institutional pressures, market and societal pressures, and 
structural supports do have significant effects on stakeholders and their supervision, but to differing degrees. 
The three together explain approximately the same degree of variance in stakeholder influence as well as 
supervision, but market and societal pressures are strongly related to both stakeholder influence and 
supervision. While institutional pressures are strongly related to supervision, but unrelated to stakeholder 
influence, structural support is found to be the reverse. Structural support is related to stakeholder influence, 
but unrelated to supervision. 
For the second research question, it was found that both stakeholder influence and supervision mediate the 
effects of institutional pressures, market and societal pressures, and structural supports on CSR benefits. Both 
stakeholder influence and supervision are directly related to CSR benefits and their relationships are highly 
significant while the direct relationships between institutional pressures, market and societal pressures, and 
structural supports and CSR benefits, as illustrated in Figure 2, are non-significant in the presence of the two 
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mediators. This indicates that the mediators are proximal factors related to CSR benefits while the three 
exogenous variables are distal factors. Further, mediation analyses confirm that the effects of institutional 
pressures, market and societal pressures, and structural supports on CSR benefits are more or less mediated 
through stakeholder influence and supervision. The effect of market and societal pressures is fully mediated 
via both stakeholder influence and supervision. However, the effect of institutional pressures is only mediated 
through supervision and not through stakeholder influence, while the effect of structural support is only 
mediated through stakeholder influence and not through supervision. These findings suggest that perhaps both 
actions (supervision) and words (stakeholder influence) are needed as they work together to influence CSR as 
discussed earlier in the mediation analysis section. Our speculation that the mediating effect of supervision 
should be stronger than the mediating effect of stakeholder influence is, therefore, not totally supported by this 
research study.  
Taken together, the findings tend to support Kurbjeweit’s (2011) theory suggesting that regulations and other 
pressures do not sustain the orderly function of society without ethical business actors, which in our case reflect 
the mediator effect of stakeholder influence and supervision in this study. 
Conclusion 
As our society and business are getting more and more complicated due to the advancement of technology and 
multi-dimensional relationship, the realization of CSR becomes elusive. This research study attempted to 
understand the mediation effect of stakeholder influence and supervision on CSR. While stakeholder influence 
is the ideological and subtle effect, supervision represents the concrete action for CSR. Based on the analysis 
outcome, we can answer the question of why the same kind of institutional pressures, market and societal 
pressures, or structural support does not lead to similar CSR benefits. The answer rests on the mediation effect 
of stakeholder influence and supervision. Without the mediation effect of stakeholder influence and 
supervision, the exogenous factors do not lead to the desirable CSR benefits. However, an interesting finding 
is the differential effect between stakeholder influence and supervision on CSR benefits. The analysis results 
do not support our prediction that deeds (supervision) have a stronger effect than words (stakeholder 
influence).  On the contrary, words (0.443) have a much stronger effect than deeds (0.243) on CSR benefits.  
We have a few interesting conclusion remarks from this research study. First, while both words (stakeholder 
influence) and deeds (supervision effect) are significant drivers for CSR benefits, words (0.443) have a stronger 
effect than deeds (0.243). Words and deeds probably affect each other leading to the final outcome of CSR. If 
the stakeholders repeatedly insist on CSR, it will have a positive effect. Conducive supervision action for CSR 
will also have a positive effect. It is an interesting study in the future how words and deeds can be combined 
in the CSR process to generate the optimal benefit outcome. Second, spending resources on generating 
stakeholder influence and supervision effect can be more significant for CSR than lobbying for external 
pressure and structural support. Future studies are needed to confirm that human effect from business ethics 
actors is more significant than the non-human effect from institution, society, market, or structure on CSR. 
Third, the two strongest relationships from exogenous factors to endogenous factors are market/societal 
pressures to stakeholder influence (0.413) and institutional pressures to supervision effect (0.387). If we 
understand different pressure as a stick and structural support as carrot, the data support that stick is a better 
tool than carrot for effecting CSR. This finding needs further studies to verify. 
This study has the following limitations. First, there is only one respondent from each company to provide the 
survey data. Depending on the respondent’s position and management level, the input can be different leading 
to different conclusions. Second, the sample size and variety can be enlarged to enhance the reliability and 
validity of the analyses. Third, the concept of stakeholders may be too broad as different categories of 
stakeholders can fine-tune the conceptual model for future studies. Despite these limitations, we believe that 
this study offers a unique perspective to help untangle the relationships among external pressures, structural 
support, and CSR benefits. 
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